"return of geopolitics" is witnessed in many regions, and traditional realist great power rivalry seems to dominate international order. 1) Northeast Asia, reflecting these global changes, still preserves its own characteristics. With the so-called American rebalancing strategy, retrenchment of American power is less felt, while rivalry between the United States and China increasingly define the nature of East Asian security order. Unlike other regions, especially Europe, geopolitics had never left the regional scene in security matters, and globalization or economic interdependence has not transformed the situation in which military competition has worsened even in the post -Cold War period. The combination of balancing strategy and the phenomenon of power transition defies the expectation that great power politics will make way for multilateral cooperation, but multilateral institutions are being reshaped to reflect great power politics. The rise of nationalism, composed of many different elements, haunts the region, further complicating security situation. Going through a series of hardships, nations in East Asia preserves a high level of suspicions and fears among themselves, which aggravates security dilemma.
On the other hand, global security environments are in great flux.
One of the main reasons is the change in American grand strategy, which may be termed as retrenchment, causing from the relative decline of American power. It is true that there is a lively debate on the decline of American hegemony, but power vacuum takes places in many regions motivating many powers to take risks to accomplish regional ambitions. Rising tensions in Ukraine, the Middle East, and even in East Asia, shows that the hesitance of the United States to intervene with massive military power, specially ground forces, radically changes security landscape in these regions.
These changes provide South Korea with opportunities and difficulties. At the global level, South Korea with its increased national power and status, acts as one of the prominent middle powers. However, at the regional level, almost everytime geopolitics reinforces itself, the Korean Peninsula becomes the focus of serious great powers' rivalry and even military clashes. When uncertainty for the future with the changes in power distribution becomes more evident, developing South Korea's foreign strategy becomes highly urgent. South Korea's main purpose is to contribute to enhancing systemic stability and flexibility to absorb the impacts of great powers' rivalry and to pave the way for resilient adaptation to new security surroundings. 2) Theoretically beyond options of foreign policy of balancing, bandwagoning, hiding, hedging, bonding, and transcending, South Korea should develop a future-oriented, and advanced regional policy which can solve the dilemma of conflicting bilateral great power policies. 3) 2) In the history of modern international relations, the final outcome of power transition among great powers was general, hegemonic wars. However, if the international system is highly flexible and stable to guide the conflict based on dispute settlement mechanism, power transition happens in a peaceful and stable manner. Then, systemic flexibility increases when rising powers negotiate with established powers and try to lessen the level of dissatisfaction. Also the responses of established powers are important to solve the conflict of interests reflecting the demands of rising powers. Korea's middle power strategy needs to pursue the sixth element, which is 6) to be a co-architect in making and reforming regional security architecture. By striving for more cooperative regional security architecture in which middle powers such as South Korea The Northeast Asian international relations can be still defined as the unipolar system at least in the military affairs, with the US One example is Japanese conceptions of the rise of China.
Transitions in Northeast Asian
23) As three countries still have the accomplishment of complete modern states as national goals such as reunification or normalization preserving traditionally cherished concept of territory and nation, sources of conflict are fundamentally deep. It is true that as of now these countries are recognized as complete modern states by international society, yet these countries still want to complete the modern transition by integrating traditionally conceived nation, territory, and sovereign rights. As these countries behave as normal modern states, this poses theoretical challenge how to deal with this composite situation in terms of organizing principle in international relations and the conception of units. regional history, then, the problem of over-balancing will be easy to solve. In this case to depoliticize the issue is critical, and we may hope to develop regional identity among people in the region.
Third, the role of middle powers such as South Korea will be crucial in mini-and multi-lateral mechanisms. Northeast Asia-specific multilateral security institutions are rare. Only Six Party Talks is equal to the qualification as a Track I network confined to Northeast Asian countries. However the issue area of the Six Party Talks is limited to dealing with North Korean nuclear issues, even though there is one working group related to regional multilateral cooperation.
Also the Six Party Talks has been held at the level of assistant secretaries which is relatively insufficient to deal with major regional issues.
Under this situation, main venues for regional cooperation are bilateral, and mini-lateral ones. U.S.-centered alliance network, the so- Anchored on the US-China relations, the U.S.-centered trilateral cooperative mechanism among the United States, South Korea, and Japan may be viewed to balance against the rise of China. As the first line of American rebalancing strategy is strengthening the relationship with alliance partners, mini-lateral mechanism still looms large. China, on the other hand, endeavors to strengthen ties with neighboring countries especially in the period of Xi Jinping administration, both at the bilateral and mini-lateral levels. APT, SCO, and other multi-track mechanism is being developed to cope with the U.S. centered mini-lateralism. Yet, mini-lateral mechanism can contribute to alleviate competitiveness among great powers. China -Korea-Japan trilateral has been initiated and still continues even though there is serious trouble between China and Japan, and between Korea and Japan.
Here mini-lateralism helps. Mini-lateral mechanism is effective in that relevant participants focus on impending issues with higher level of priority, flexible in that the scope of participants is adaptable according to the issues, and constructive in that a web of multiple mini-lateral mechanism may ultimately end up with the most solid multilateralism.
In all these processes, middle powers do not pursue hegemonic dominance. They try to lessen strategic distrust among great powers because hegemonic strife endangers their interests; anchor the regional order on non-zero-sum game and normative politics; establish stable middle power cooperation to have stronger impact on architectural issue; and evade the pitfall of degenerating mini-lateral venues for institutional balancing among major powers.
North Korean problem as an issue of strengthening South Korea's Middle Power Diplomacy
Although middle power diplomacy of South Korea in dealing with regional matter may seem plausible, it will be very difficult to persuade great powers to be flexible to try multilateral alternatives. In this case, South Korea needs promising issues to enhance its middle power role and to enlighten the prospect of solving the issues based on South Korea's suggestion. North Korean problem, and the question of unification, so far, has been dealt with from the perspective of national interests. It is certainly true that these problems directly concern the interests of Korean people.
Many analysts in international society predicts that the unified Korea will assume itself as a great power with the population of more than eighty million, expanded labor forces from the North, and the synergy coming from integration overcoming the cost of division.
It will be clearly a big challenge to find a common ground among Korean people whether the unified Korea will pursue great power strategy or middle power strategy. This article argues that Korea can contribute to its own national interests and regional stability by pursuing middle power diplomacy. Then, we need to try to accelerate the process of unification, at the same time, to strengthen South Korea's capability to perform middle power role and ultimately to enhance regional systemic stability and flexibility, as what follows.
The core of the North Korean problem is how to define its future strategic status with credible guarantee from outside powers, and the solution can be only given by the consent among Korean people and regional powers. North Korea is the country under constant insecurity of being absorbed by the South, betrayed by China, and allegedly threatened by the United States. North Korea will not give up nuclear weapons unless it feels assured of its survivability. 41 (1997) : 68-90. 27) "The deep longing for freedom and dignity will not go away. So, too, on this divided peninsula. The day all Koreans yearn for will not come easily or without great sacrifice. But make no mistake, it will come. And when it does, change will unfold that once seemed impossible. And checkpoints will open and watchtowers will stand empty, and families long separated will finally be reunited. And the Korean people, at long last, will be whole and free," Barack Obama, Hankuk University, Seoul, Mar. 26, 2012, Address. states will determine how they will react in the actual process of unification. The best prospect for unified Korea's diplomacy will be middle power diplomacy which will contribute to regional common goods, with the view that unified Korea will not pursue the strategic line of expanding its power as a great power. Also as the event of unification of Korea symbolizes the beginning of the completion of modern transition, it will inspire China and Japan to accomplish the same goals, and mutually respect each other as equal sovereigns.
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In Northeast Asia, the rivalry between the United States and China increasingly define the nature of regional security order. The combination of balance of power logic and the phenomenon of power transition defies the expectation that great power politics will make way for multilateral cooperation, but multilateral institutions are being reshaped to reflect great power politics. The rise of nationalism, composed of many different elements, haunts the region, further complicating security situation. Going through a series of hardships, nations in East Asia preserves a high level of suspicions and fears among themselves, which aggravates security dilemma.
On the other hand, global security environments are in great flux. With possible decline of American hegemony, power vacuum takes places in many regions motivating many powers to take risks to accomplish regional ambitions. Rising tensions in Ukraine, the Middle East, and even in East Asia, shows that the hesitance of the United States to intervene with massive military power, specially ground forces, radically changes security landscape in these regions.
These changes provide South Korea with opportunities and difficulties.
South Korea's main purpose is to contribute to enhancing systemic stability and flexibility to absorb the impacts of great powers' rivalry and to pave the way for resilient adaptation to new security surroundings. South Korea has devised and elaborated the concept of middle power diplomacy for the past several years. In the area of security strategy, it is composed of six elements: 1) to help great powers to lessen mutual strategic mistrust; 2) to
